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FOREWORD

This document describes the research activities conducted during the
first year of the project entitled Building the Career Force. This project
is the second phase of a research program of unprecedented scope and depth
that will provide the basis for improving the Army’s selection and
classification procedures, as well as for improving reenlistment and
promotion decisions for the soldiers up to the level of sergeant. The
thrust for this program came from the practical, professional, and legal
need to validate the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB--the
current U.S. military selection/classification test battery) and other
selection variables as predictors of training and performance. The
authorization for the program was provided in a letter--Deputy Chief of
Sstaff for Operations, "Army Research Project to Validate the Predictive
Value of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery," effective 19
November 1980--and a memorandum--Assistant Secretary of Defense, Manpower
Reserve Affairs and Logistics, "Enlistment Standards," effective 11
September 1980.

The research program began in 1982 with an effort known as Project A.
Project A not only validated the ASVAB against job performance; it further
linked indicators of temperament (achievement, discipline, stress toler-
ance), psychomotor ability (e.g., eye-hand coordination), and spatial
ability to job performance. Project A developed new tools for a variety of
personnel decisions. Before these tools can be optimally used, however,
two critical questions need to be answered: (1) What combinations of
aptitude, temperament, psychomotor ability, and spatial ability, measured
at or before entry into the Army, best predict later performance in indi-
vidual military occupational specialties? (2) Which indicators of first-
tour performance best predict performance in the second tour? These
questions will be answered in Building the Career Force.

The first-year activities described in this report include analyses
focused on the combined set of initial entry predictor measures developed
for selection and classification purposes and end-of-training measures to
be linked to these predictor measures. Other activities reported include
analyses of the preliminary second-tour measures that will be refined and
administered to a sample already tested on initial entry, end-of-training
measures, and first-tour measures. Following the planned administration of
the refined second-tour measures in 1991 and 1992, it will be possible to
examine longitudinal 1linkages across the full set of measures, from initial
entry to second tour. This will provide an information base for setting
unrivaled selection, classification, reenlistment, and promotion policies.

This effort has been sponsored by Brigadier General Theodore G.
Stroup, Director of Military Personnel Management (DMPM). Brigadier
General Stroup has been briefed on the DMPM activities described in this
report and has personally taken part in execution of this project in an




extremely effective manner. An Action Officers’ Working Group, composed of
representatives from the offices of the Director of Military Personnel
Management, Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel; Training and Doctrine
Command; Forces Command; Deputy Chief of Staff for Qperations; U.S. Army,
Europe; Recruiting Command; Sergeant Major of the Army; Command and General
Staff College; and Soldier Support Center met in May 1990 to review project
objectives and plans and to provide assistance and advice.

To ensure that Building the Career Force research achieves its full
scientific potential, an advisory group of experts in personnel measure-
ment, selection, and classification was established to provide guidance on
technical aspects of the research. Members of this scientific advisory
group include Philip Bobko, Lloyd Bond, Milton Hakel (chair), Lloyd
Humphreys, Lawrence Johnson, Robert Linn, Mary Tenopyr, and Jay Uhlaner.
This group was briefed inm March 1990 on research analyses conducted to that

time.

EDGAR M. JOHNSON .
Technical Director

«
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DITQRS® PREFACE

This is the first annual report for work completed as part of the
Building the Career Force project. It constitutes the primary techmical
report of the work completed on several of the project’s principal tasks.
Consequently, it is a "stand-alone" document and does not refer the reader
to more detailed descriptions in supplementary reports. The Career Force
project extends the major work on selection and classification of Army
enlisted personnel that was completed as part of Project A.

The Career Force project includes (1) a replication and extension of
the Experimental Battery validities for the selection and classification of
first-tour enlisted personnel; (2) validation of the Experimental Battery
against end-of-training performance; (3) validation of training performance
as a predictor of first-tour job performance; (4) measurement of second-
tour performance; (5) validation of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude
Battery, the Experimental Battery, Advanced Individual Training (AIT) per-
formance, and first-tour performance as predictors of second-tour perform-
ance; and (6) identification of the optimal predictor battery for selection
and classification, given certain specific sets of goals and constraints.

This first technical report deals with a subset of the project’s
principal research tasks. After an overview of the Career Force project
and its relationship to Project A in chapter one, chapter two describes the
basic data base for the Longitudinal Validation predictor analysis, the
end-of-training criterion sample, the Longitudinal Validation criterion
sample, and the second-tour Concurrent Validation criterion sample.

Chapter three presents a detailed analysis of the distributional
characteristics and covariance structure of the Experimental Predictor
Battery and describes the content of the "basic predictor scores" that are
derived from the battery. Chapter four describes the use of data on train-
ing performance to develop six training performance criterion scores.

Chapters five and six describe how the data from the second-tour
sample were used to identify the basic set of second-tour performance
criterion scores and then model the latent structure of second-tour non-
commissioned officer (NCO) performance. The final chapter summarizes
project plans for the next year, including the follow-up criterion data
collection for people from the initial longitudinal sample who reenlisted
for a second tour.

In sum, by the end of the first year of the Career Force project, the
basic scores had been analyzed and a latent structure proposed for the
Experimental Predictor Battery, the AIT training performance measures, and
the second-tour NCO performance measures. During the second year, the
first-tour performance model developed in Project A will be subjected to a
confirmatory test using the Longitudinal Validation sample. After that

vii




step is complete, all the basic validation analyses will be carried out.
These will be reported in the second-year annual report.

The writing of this report was as much a collective effort as the
research itself. Except for chapter one, each chapter, or chapter section,
was originally drafted by the team that carried out the analysis. A
certain amount of cutting, splicing, rearranging, and filling in was then
contributed by the editors. The authors of the original draft of each
section are indicated at the appropriate place in the table of contents.
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BUILDING AND RETAINING THE CAREER FORCE: NEW PROCEDURES FOR ACCESSING AND
ASSIGNING ARMY ENLISTED PERSONNEL. ANNUAL REPORT, 1990 FISCAL YEAR.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Requirement:

The Building the Career Force project is the second phase of a com-
prehensive, long-term research program, sponsored by the Deputy Chief of
Staff for Personnel, to provide the basis for improving the selection and
assignment of Army enlisted personnel. 1In the first phase, known as Proj-
ect A, existing selection measures were validated against both existing and
newly developed performance criteria, and new predictive measures were
developed to aid in assignment and promotion decisions. The Career Force
project extends the research on measuring second-tour job performance and
will examine how selection and classification tests administered before a
soldier’s first enlistment can, with measures of performance during that
enlistment, predict performance potential for second-tour duty.

Procedure:

In Task 1, measures developed in Project A to assess the performance
of second-tour soldiers are being revised and tested with the Longitudinal
Validation sample first tested in Project A (these second-tour soldiers
have been in the Army from 41 to 63 months). The results from these tests
will be used to complete the predictive validation of the Armed Services
Vocational Aptitude Battery and the Project A Experimental Predictor Bat-
tery, training success measures, and first-tour job performance tests
against the criteria for successful second-tour performance.

Task 2 staff is establishing, and will manage, an integrated research
data base (IRDB), processing Project A and Career Force data and merging
files with related military data.

Task 3 covers all analyses to be performed under this project to
develop the analytic framework needed to evaluate equations for predicting
training performance, first-tour performance and attrition, reenlistment,
and second-tour performance.

Findings:

Establishment of the IRDB has involved organizing and initial pro-
cessing of data from tests of the Longitudinal Validation Predictor sample
(total sample 50,235, tested at the time of entrance into the Army, with
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38,081 soldiers having complete test data); the Longitudinal Validation
End-of-Training sample (total sample 44,639, of whom 34,315 have been
matched to soldiers in the Longitudinal Validation Predictor sample); the
Longitudinal Validation First-Tour sample (11,266, tested on performance
during the tour); and the Concurrent Validation Second-Tour sample (1,053).

Comparison of initial results from administration of the Experimental
Predictor Battery to the soldiers in the Longitudinal Evaluation Predictor
sample indicated no major inconsistencies with earlier results from Project
A testing. A set of composite scores was developed from the Battery's
paper-and-pencil and computer-administered measures to be used in later
validation and prediction analyses.

A set of six factor scores was developed from the End-of-Training job
knowledge and rating scores to serve as basic criteria for training per-
formance. They correspond directly to the performance components identi-
fied earlier in modeling from Concurrent Validation first-tour data.

Data from the administration of the revised second-tour measures to
the Concurrent Validation Second-Tour sample were organized to provide 22
basic criterion scores. These in turn yielded a set of six performance
factors characterizing second-tour job performance. There was substantial
correspondence between the first-tour and the second-tour models of
performance.

Utilization of Findings:

The data processed during the first year of the Career Force project
will provide bases for further analyses as collection of Longitudinal
Validation data continues. The long-term results from these developmental
and validation processes will be applied in an improved system for select-
ing and assigning Army manpower.
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